
II 11111 III 1111 III II 11111 llIII

09011532

Christopher Butner

Assistant Secretary Corporate Govei

and Managing Counsel

Chevron Corporation

6001 Bollinger Canyon Road

T-3180

San Ramon CA 94583

UNITED STATES

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
WASHINGTON D.C 20549-3010

Re Chevron Corporation

Incoming letter dated January 23 2009

Dear Mr Butner

This is in response to your letters dated January 23 2009 and March 2009

concerning the shareholder proposal submitted to Chevron by the New York City

Employees Retirement System the New York City Teachers Retirement System the

New York City Police Pension Fund the New York City Fire Department Pension Fund
the New York City Board of Education Retirement System the Pennsylvania Treasury

Department Amnesty International of the U.S.A Inc the New York State Common
Retirement Fund and Trillium Asset Management Corporation on behalf of

Alexandra Lorraine We also have received letters on the proponents behalf dated

February 192009 and March 10 2009 Our response is attached to the enclosed

photocopy of your correspondence By doing this we avoid having to recite or

summarize the facts set forth in the correspondence Copies of all of the correspondence

also will be provided to the proponents

In connection with this matter your attention is directed to the enclosure which

sets forth brief discussion of the Divisions informal procedures regarding shareholder

proposals

Sincerely

Heather Maples

Senior Special Counsel
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cc Janice Silberstein

Associate General Counsel

The City of New York

Office of the Comptroller

Centre Street Room 602

New York NY 10007-2341

Leo Pandeladis

Deputy State Treasurer and Chief Counsel

Treasury Department

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Harrisburg PA 17120-0018

Erica Razook

Director Business and Human Rights

Amnesty International of the U.S.A Inc

322 Eighth Avenue

New York NY 1000 1-8001

Thomas DiNapoli

State Comptroller

State of New York

Office of the State Comptroller

110 State Street

Albany NY 12236

Shelley Alpern

Vice President

Director of Social Research and Advocacy

Trillium Asset Management Corporation

711 Atlantic Avenue

Boston MA 02111-2809



March 24 2009

Response of the Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance

Re Chevron Corporation

Incoming letter dated January 23 2009

The proposal requests that the board prepare report on the policies and

procedures that guide Chevrons assessment of host country laws and regulations with

respect to their adequacy to protect human health the environment and the companys

reputation

We are unable to concur in your view that Chevron may exclude the proposal

under rule 14a-8i3 Accordingly we do not believe that Chevron may omit the

proposal from its proxy materials in reliance on rule 14a-8i3

We are unable to concur in your view that Chevron may exclude the proposal

under rule 14a-8i6 Accordingly we do not believe that Chevron may omit the

proposal from its proxy materials in reliance on rule 14a-8i6

We are unable to concur in your view that Chevron may exclude the proposal

under rule 14a-8il1 Accordingly we do not believe that Chevron may omit the

proposal from its proxy materials in reliance on rule 4a8i 11

Sincerely

Eulie Bell

Attorney-Adviser



DWLSION OF CORPORATION FINANCE
INFORMAL PROCEDURES REGARDING SHAREHOLDER PROPOSALS

The Division of Corporation Finance believes that its responsibility with respect to

matters arising under Rule 14a-8 CFR 240.14a-8 as with other matters under the proxy
rules is to aid those who must comply with the rule by offering informal ad ice and suggestions
and to determine initially whether or not it may be appropriate in particular matter to

recommend enforcement action to the Coninlission in Łonnection with shareholder proposal
under Rule 14a-8 the Divisions staff considers the infonnation furnished to it by the Company
in support of its intention to exclude the proposals from the Companys proxy materials as well

as any information furnished by the proponent or the proponents representative

Although Rule 14a-8k does not require any communications from shareholders to the

Connnission staff the staff will always consider information concerning alleged viàlations of
the statutes administered by the Commission including argument as to whether or not activities

proposed to be taken would be violative of the statute or rule involved The receipt by the staff

of such information however should not be construed as changing the staffs infonnal

procedures and proxy review into formal or adversary procedure

It is important to note that the stafFs and Commissions no-action responses to

Rule 14a-8j submissions reflect only infOrmal views The determinations reached in these no-
action letters do not and cannot adjudicate the merits of companys position with

respect to the

proposal Only court suôh as U.S District Court can decide whether company is obligated
to include shareholder proposals in its proxy materials Accordingly discretionary

determination not to recommend or take Commission enforcement action does not preclude

proponent or any shareholder of company from pursuing any rights he or she may have against
the company in ôourt should the management omit the proposal from the companys proxy
material
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March 10 2009

Securities and Exchange Commission

Division of Corporation Finance

Office of the Chief Counsel

100 Street N.E

Washington D.C 20549

Re Chevron Corporation

Shareholder Proposal submitted by the New York City Pension Funds

To Whom It May Concern

This letter is brief reply on behalf of the Funds to the letter dated March 2009 that

Chevron Corporation Chevron or the Company submitted in further support of its no-
action request

First the Funds reassert their position that contrary to Chevrons allegations it is

clearly evident that the Teamsters proposal and the Funds Proposal do not share principal
thrust and focus The Funds Proposal pertains to environmental and public health issues

Unlike the Funds Proposal the Teamsters proposal relates to human rights Further the

Funds Proposal is concerned with applying the highest environmental standards in the

countries in which the Company operates Unlike the Funds Proposal the Teamsters

proposal relates to whether or not the Company should operate in countries that provide
insufficient protections Consequently such dissimilarities donot allow the Funds Proposal to

be excluded under Rule 14a-8i 11

Second Chevron again argues unconvincingly that the FundsProposal is vague
because the reference to their adequacy fails to state whether the requested report should

be on the adequacy of Chevrons own policies and procedures or on the adequacy of host

country laws and regulations The Companys allegation of ambiguity flies in the face of

common sense reading of the resolution Further if it was the intent of the proponents to ask
for report on the adequacy of the Companys own policies and procedures it would have

Janice Silberstein

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL



constructed the Resolved Clause accordingly RESOLVED The shareholders request that the

Board prepare report .. on the adequacy of the policies and procedures that guide

Chevrons assessment of host country laws .. Thus since the Funds Proposal is not vague or

indefinite it may not be excluded under Rule 14a-8i

Therefore the Funds reiterate their request that Chevrons request for no-action relief

be denied

Verytrulyyo

anice Silberstein

Associate General Counsel

cc Christopher Butner Esq
Assistant Secretary and Managing Counsel
Chevron Corporation

6001 Bollinger Canyon Road

T-3180

San Ramon CA 94583
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Office of Chief Counsel

Division ofration.Eiiance
Securities and Exchange Commission

100 FieetNE
hingtonD 20549

Re Cavr.CopOration

Stockhqlder Proposal ofNew York City Emplyees Retweinent System

hÆerofi934Rulei4a-8

DlAdieS
Wó rci.r yo to our letter dafed January .232009 qusti thatthe Staff of the

Division of Corporation FInance the Staff confirm that it will not recommend any

enforcement action if Chevron Corporation excludes from its 2009 definitive proxy materials

stockholder proposal the Proposal and statements in support thereof submitted by the New
York City Employees Retirement System and certain coproponents collectively the

Pmponeitffrorn Cbeyrons2009 proxy materiais

QjgjnainOaction request we mdicatedThatChevronniay exclude the Proposal

from its definitive proxy matetials under Rules 14a-i3 vague and indefimte i6beyond

the Boards power or authority to implement and il substantially duplicative We have

received copy of the Proponents correspondence to the Staff dated February 192009 which

concerns our original no-action request the Proponents Letter The Proponents make

yariusargum ertt

The purpose of this letter is to respond to several of the arguments raised in the

PrGponents Letter We have not attempted to address every argument iii
the Proponents Letter

electing instead to rely uponthe content of our ongmal no-action request and our failure to do so

should not be construed as waiver of any arguments made in our original no-action request

Pursuant to Rule 14a-8j we are concurrently sending copy of this correspondence to the

Pponents

copy of the Proposal its supporting statements and related correspondence was

attached to our original no-action teiŁst
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RESPONSE TO PROPONENTS LETTER AND ANALYSLS

The Proposal May Be Ixc1uded under Rule 14a-8i1 Because It Substantially

Duplicates the Teamsters Proposal

Proponents argue that Chevron has not shown that the Proposal substantially duplicates

stoccho1der proposal Chevron received on December 2OO8 from the 1nternatina1

Brotherhood of Teamsters the Teamsters Proposal copy ofthe Teamstets Proposal was

attacbecl to oprongmal no action requests

To support its argument Proponents have restated the four principal points of similarity

between the two proposals that we advanced in our orignaI no-action request and attempted to

demonstrate that our characterization of these sunilanties is erroneous See FropqneitsLetter at

page 2-4 However in our view he Proponents attempt to refute these points ofsimilarity and

distinguish the proposals is misleading and distorts the principal thrust or principal focus of the

two proposals

To recapitulate in our original no-action request we argued that although phrased

thiferently the principal thrust or pnnipal focus of the Proposal anI the Teamsters Proposal are

the same because

both reflect concern over the companys criteria for deternnnrng whether to operate

in various countries

both request that Chevron analyze the potential effects to Chevrons reputation and

brand esu1ting from Chevrons presence in arious countries

the supporting statements in both focus on Chevons presence in countries which the

Proponent implies have environmental and human rights problems Myanmar
Ecuador Niger Angola China and Kazakhstan and

the supporting statements mboth focus on the perceived daniage to Chcvron

reputation arising from its presence in many of these countries

Concerning above Proponents argue That while the Teamsters Proposal reflects

concern over the companys criteria fr determining whether to operate in vanous countries the

Proposal does not Proponents argue that such concern not reflected in the Resolved Clause

suportrng statement or whereas clauses in he Proposal See FropOnenfsLetter at page
This is not an accurate representation of the Proposal The Proposal ecp1icitly highlights several

regiofls Athca Asia and Latin America and eountries Ecuador Burma and Nigeria

where Chevmn operates and the national regulatory regimes may not be sufficient to protect

human health ad the environment See Proposal at WIJEREASpara The patently obvious

implication of this assertion is that Chevron should notbeOSerating in such countries with

insufficient protections Why else would the Proponents seek report concerning Chevrons

policies and procedures that guide Chevrons assessmentof host country laws and regulations

ifnot to then to highlight Chevrons oprations in countries that the Proponents deem less
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protective
ofhuman health the envlronment and Chevrong reputatioti9 See Proposal at

RESOLYED

Conrning above Proponents argue that while the Teamsters Proposal requests that

Chewron analyze the potential efFects to Chevrons repitation and brand resulting from

Chevrons presence in various counirtes the Proposal does not Pioponents argue that ncthrng

In the Resolved Clause the supportmg statement or the whereas clauses raises any concerns

about adverse publicity from Chevrons choice ofwhich conutnes to invest in See Proponents

Lcttr atpqge This xs not only an inaccurate representation ofthe Ptoposal but it is contrary to

the Proponents Letter FirsI the Resolved Clause in the Proposal expressly lmlçs any

assessment ofliost country laws with their adequacy to protect human health the environment

and our eompanvs reputation See Proposal at kESOLVEJI If Proponents claim 1h

Proposal does not raise any concerns about adverse publicity from Chevrons hoiee of which

countties to invest inwhy would Proponents ask for report of Chevrons policies and

procedures thatgwde Chevrons assessment ofhost country laws and rgu1ations with respect

tg their adeqiacy to protect ourcomianys renutation As iniade clear by any reasonbe

readmg ofthe Proposal in its entirety Pioponents are clearly concerned about Chevrons

ieputhhon aid the risks thereto See fog- example Proposal at WHEREAS para 4-9 and

SUPPORTING STATEMENT Secon the Proponents thense1ves adthit in connection with

above that the Proposal does indeed dca with the eputational impactoinot protecting health

and the environment See Proponerts Letter atpqge Ttusis restated later in Proponents

Lettei in an attempt to rebut our
vagi1ieness argument there Proponents assertthat the resolution

is clearly seeking report on the adequacy of host country laws and reguItiois io protect human

health arid the cnvjronniert and thereby to protect
Chevrons reputation as well See

Proponent Letter at page

Concerning above proponents argue that none of the supporting statements in eithçr

of the Teamsters proposal or the Proposal focus on Chevrons presence in countries which the

Proponent implies have environmental and human nghts problems See Proponents Letter at

pages 3-4 Tlus is not an accurate representation of either proposal The Proposal expressly

identres several regions Africa Asia aixi Latin America and countries uador
Burma and Nigeria with pwported environmental and human rights problems Some of these

sanle countries arc mentioned in the Teamste Pibposal as having egregious human rights

records Moreover it is simpLy disiigenuous for Proponents to argue that the Proposal has

nothingto do wftl human ngts smpIy because those two words dont appear in th Proposal

Aiiy reasonable company would be hard pressed to explamwhy human health health and

welfare of local eommilnthes civil unrestand environmental damage are not human rights

issues See Proposal at WHEREAS para 24 and

Fmally concerning above Proponents argue that while the supporting statements in

the Teamsters Proposal do fbcus on the perceived damage to Chevrons reputation arising from

its presence in many ofthese coun.ries the supporting statements in the Proposal do not This

is not an accurate representation of the supporting statements in the Proposal Recall that the

Proposal requestsa report on the policies and procedures that guide Chevrons assessment of

host country Ias and regulations with respect to their adequacy to protect human health the

environment and our companys reputation See Propasaf at RESOLVED The proposed yeport
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meindes the adequacyofhost countiy laws tGprotect our companys reputation precisely

because almost the entixety ofthe supporting statements the Proposal are concerned with the

apparent affets on Chevrons reputation ansing from Chevrons practices that allegedly have

cauged environmental damage and hanned theiiealth and welfare ou1oal communities See

Pwposal at WHEPJM4S para Why else would the Proposal focus on Chevrons alleged

nussteps In Ecuador Nienaand Burma rather than thosecountncs own regulatory regimes if

noUo highlight the perceivednsksto Chevrons reputation

In suizunary thepornt of the foregoing is that the Proponenta have not accurately

represented the pnncipal thrust or principal focus oeeither proposal The principal thrust or

prinàpal fbcu ofthe two proposals is uideed the same

As stated iii ourongina1nactinreqest Rule 14a-8il piovides that stockholder

proposal ma be excluded ifit 4substantially duplicates another proposal reviously submitted to

the company by another proponent that will be irelded in theeompanys proxy materials for the

safrt meeting The Commission has stted Ihat the purpose of l4a8ili is to

elinunate the possibthty ofthareholders havmg to considertwo or more substantially identical

proposals submitted to an issuer by proponents acting independently each other Exchaige

Act Release No 12999 Nov 22 1976 Pursuantto Staff precedent the standard applied in

detenmthng whether proposals are substantially duplicative is whet1ierthe proposals present the

same pruieipal thrust or prmcipal focus not whether the proposals are identical See

Cooper Industries Ltd avail Jan 17 2006 FordMotor Co avail Feb 19 2004 Gezera

Motors Corp avail Mar 13 2008 Wyeth vaU Jan 212005 all of which are discnssed in

oui original noactton request For the reasons stated above and in our original no-action

request we respectfully submit that the pnncipal thrust or principal focus ofthe Proposal and the

Teamsters Proposal is the same and therefore the Proposal may be excluded frobi Chevrons

2009 Proxy Materials

IL The Proposal May Be Eeluded under Rule 14a-8i3 Because the Proposal Is

hnpermissibly Vague and Indefliufe so as to be Inherently and Materially

Misleading

Proponents argue that the Proposal is ciear definite and straitforward and

susceptible to only one common sense reading presumably Poponents not stockholders

commonsense reading See Proponehts Letter tt page Proponents do so in response to

the arguments set forth ou original no-actIon requcstthat to recapitulate the Proposal is

impemussiby vague and indefinite because the refemnce to their adequacy fails to clearly

state whether Clevron is report on the adequacy of 1ost country laws and regulations or the

adequacy of Chevrons policies and proceduies and the Proposal does not provide

sufficient guidance as to the scope of the requested reporL

Proponents claim that the Proposal pIamly calls for report on the adequacy of host

country laws and regultions not he adequacy of Cbevr6ns own policies This is not however

an accurate representation of the Proposal because in order to arrive at this concjusion any reader

has to completely disregard the suppoiing statement As ncted in our original no-action request

omthe one hand the supporting-statements in the Proposal are almost entirely devoted to
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Chevrons alleged misdeeds in countries 1ikeEcua4or Nigeria andBunna See Proposal at

WHEREAS pam 4-9 SUFPORTJNG TATEMEWT On the other hand and taking Proponents

at their word the Propos1 asks for report on Chevrons own policies for assessing the

alequacy Qfthose host cointnes laws to protect human health the environment and Chevrons

reputation Seepteoposal at RESOLVED This doesntniake any sense Ifthe principle focus of

the supporting statement is Chevrons own enviroiimental record and practices not the

rgu1atory regimes of host countries it is more logical to assume that the proposed report would

focus on the adequacy Chevrons own policies rather than the adequacy of host countries laws

and regulations This is why we argue ni our original no-action request that neither we nor

stockholders can makeany sense of exactly syht the proposal is seekm Hence the Proposal is

vague because the refcrence to their adequacy fails to clearly state whether Chevron is to

report on the adequacy of 1ost country laws and regulations or the adequacy of Chevrons

polics and procedures Se Proposal at RESOLVED

hi summary the point of the foregoing isthat the Proposal is inartfuhly drafted internally

iiconsistent and therefore subject to cmpetmg interpretations These eompetmguiterpretatrnns

will DIlly give ns to stoekholders inability to understand with an reasonable certainty what

lliey areS being asked to vote on and fhai ifthe Proposal were to be approved any action

ultnnately takenby Chevxonto implement the Ptoposal could be significantly different from the

actions envisioned by stockholders voting on the Proposal For these reasons and for the

reasons stated mour original no-actionrequest we ask tba the StafLconcur that Chevron may
exclude the Poposat under Rule 14a-8i3

CONCLUSION

We respectfullyrequest thatrthe Staff concur that it will takeno action if Chevron

excludes the Proposal from its 2009 Proxy Materials We would be happy to provide you with

any additional information and answer any questions that you mayhave regarding this subject

Moreover Chevron agrees to promptly forward to the Proponent any resporiseifrom the Staff to

this no-action request that the Staff transmits by facsimile to Chevron only

If we can be ofany further assistance in this matter please do not hesitate to call me at

925 S42-2796 or Rick Hansen Counsel Chevron Corporation 925 842-2778

Sincerely yours

st erA Butner

Assistant Secretary and Managing Counsel

Enclosures

cc Lydia Bebe Chevron Corporation

Charles James Chevron Corporation

Patrick Doherty New York City Employees Retirement System
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February 19 2009

Securities and Exchange Commission

Division of Corporation Finance

Office of the Chief Counsel

100 Street N.E

Washington D.C 20549

Re Chevron Corporation

Shareholder Proposal submitted by the New York City Pension Funds

To Whom It May Concern

write on behalf of the New York City Pension Funds the lTFundslll in response to the

January 23 2009 letter sent to the Securities and Exchange Commission the Commission
by Christopher Butner Assistant Secretary and Managing Counsel of Chevron Corporation

Chevron or the Company1 In that letter the Company contended that the Funds
shareholder proposal the Proposal may be omitted from the Companys 2009 proxy

statement and form of proxy the Proxy Materials pursuant to Rules 14a-8i11 14a-8

i3and 14a-8i6 under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934

have reviewed the Proposal as well as Rule 14a-8 and the January 23 2009 letter

Based upon that review it is my opinion that the Proposal is not vague or indefinite nor

substantially duplicative of another proposal and therefore it may not be omitted from the

Companys 2009 Proxy Materials Accordingly the Fundsrespectfully request that the

Division of Corporation Finance the Division or the Staff deny the relief that Chevron

seeks

The ProDosal

The Proposal consists of ten whereas clauses followed by resolution and supporting

This response is also submitted on behalf of co-filers of the resolution Amnesty International of the U.S.A
Inc the New York State Common Retirement Fund and the Pennsylvania Treasury Department

Janice Silberstern

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL



statement Among other things the whereas clauses note Chevron operates in 180

countries including Africa Asia and Latin America nations where environmental regimes may
be less protective of human health and the environment than in other countries where the

Company operates the Company has repeatedly been cited for practices that allegedly have

caused environmental damage and harmed the health and welfare of local communities
Chevron is on trial in Ecuador for widespread contamination of Amazonian and water

resources court-appointed expert in the Ecuadorian litigation has recommended that

Chevron be held liable for up to $27.3 billion in damages Chevron is accused of polluting

land and water resources in its ongoing operations in the Niger Delta and these problems
have caused civil unrest protests against the Company and lawsuit Unocals pipeline

operations in Burma contributed to the deforestation of the last primary tropical rainforest

Chevrons environmental health and safety fines and settlements have increased from $3.99

million in 2003 to $14.06 million in 2007 and the Companys goal is to be recognized and

admired everywhere for having record of environmental excellence

The Resolved Clause then states

RESOLVED The shareholders request that the Board prepare report by

November 2008 prepared at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary

information on the policies and procedures that guide Chevrons

assessment of host country laws and regulations with respect to their

adequacy to protect human health the environment and our companys
reputation

The supporting statement then states

We believe that Chevrons record to date demonstrates gap between its

international environmental aspirations and its performance which would

be narrowed by commitment to apply the highest environmental

standards wherever the company operates The requested report would

play role in illuminating and addressing the factors accounting for this

gap

The Companys Opposition and the Funds Response

In its letter of January 23 2009 the Company requests that the Division not

recommend enforcement action to the Commission if the Company omits the Proposal under

three provisions of SEC Rule 14a-8 Rule 14a-8i 11 excludible if it substantially

duplicates another shareholder proposal Rule 14a-8i excludible if it is false or

misleading and Rule 14a-8i6excludible if the company lacks the power or authority to

implement it Pursuant to Rule 14a-8g the Company bears the burden of proving that

these exclusions apply As detailed below the Company has failed to meet that burden and

its request for no-action relief should accordingly be denied

THE COMPANY HAS NOT SHOWN THAT THE PROPOSAL IS DUPLICATIVE OF ANOTHER
PROPOSAL AND THEREFORE IT MAY NOT BE EXCLUDED AS SUBSTANTIALLY
DUPLICATIVE UNDER RULE 14a-8i11

The Company claims erroneously that the Proposal may be excluded from its 2009

proxy materials as substantially duplicative of the proposal from the International

Brotherhood of Teamsters the Teamsters proposal First and foremost simple reading

reveals that the Resolved Clauses in the two proposals differ fundamentally The Resolved



Clause in the Teamsters proposal seeks report on factors that Chevron uses in deciding

whether or not to invest in or stay invested in any country i.e Chevrons criteria for

investment in ii continued operations in and iii withdrawal from specific countries

From the Teamsters proposals whereas clauses and supporting statement it is clear that the

focus of their requested report is on human rights In marked contrast the Funds seek

report on public health and environmental issues as specified in the Resolved Clause which

seeks report on the policies and procedures that guide Chevrons assessment of host

country laws and regulations with respect to their adequacy to protect human health the

environment and our companys reputation This readily apparent and very important

dissimilarity in what each proposal asks for necessitates finding that these proposals are

not substantially duplicative

Nevertheless the Company argues in its January 23 2009 letter that four factors

demonstrate that the proposals present the same principal thrust and focus.2 To the contrary
comparative analysis of these factors underscores the great degree to which the two

proposals vary

both reflect concern over the Companys criteria for determining whether
to operate in various countries

Teamsters DroDosal True

This concern is clearly the thrust of the proposal as evidenced in the Resolved Clause

report...on Chevrons criteria for investment in ii continued operations in and iii

withdrawal from specific countries and the supporting statement We believe that

Chevrons current country selection process is opaque and leaves unclear how Chevron
determines whether to invest in or withdraw from countries where...

FundsProposal False

Such concern is not reflected in the Resolved Clause supporting statement or whereas
clauses

both request that Chevron analyze the potential effects to Chevrons
reputation and brand resulting from Chevrons presence in various countries

Teamsters proposal True

The supporting statement indicates Chevrons presence exposes the Company to

government sanctions negative brand publicity and consumer boycotts .. Political

economic and social environment would protect the companys commercial interests and

brand/corporate image

Funds Proposal False

Nothing in the Resolved Clause the supporting statement or the whereas clauses raises any
concern about adverse publicity from Chevrons choice of which countries to invest in

The supporting statements in both focus on Chevrons presence in countries
which the Proponent implies have environmental and human rights problems e.g

The numbering of the factors follows the order set forth in the Companys letter



Myanmar Ecuador Niger Angola China and Kazakhstan and

Teamsters proposal False

The Teamsters proposal never mentions environmental problems While the word

environment appears twice in the Teamsters supporting statement Human rights

environment would allow us to conduct business.. and Political economic and social

environment would protect the companys commercial interests.. the Teamsters are clearly

not using the word to refer to the state of countrys land air or water In sharp contrast

the Funds Proposal uses environment only to refer to the state of countrys land air or

water It is troubling that the Company would represent that these completely different uses

of the word environment represent any overlap of subject matter

Funds Proposal False

The Funds proposal unlike the Teamsters never mentions human rights problems

The supporting statements in both focus on the perceived damage to

Chevrons reputation arising from its presence in many of these countries

Teamsters proposal True

See supra

Funds Proposal False

The Funds Proposal deals only with the reputational impact of not protecting health and the

environment

See supra

In sum contrary to the Companys assertion not one of the four factors illustrates

that the two proposals have common principal thrust and focus

The No-action Letters Cited by the Company are Inapposite

Consequently the no-action letters the Company cites as addressing proposals that

are similarto the proposals at issue are inapposite because here the two proposals at issue

do not have the same principal thrust and focus.3 For example in Seibel Systems Inc one

proposal requested that the Board adopt policy that future stock option grants to senior

executives be performance-based and the other proposal requested adoption of an Equity

Policy designating the intended use of equity in management compensation programs There
is no comparable similarity here It is similarly irrelevant for the Company to cite no-action

letters in which the Staff found substantial duplication notwithstanding that the proposals

were not identical4 or had nominal differences5 because those proposals unlike the two

here still did share principal focus and thrust

Coooer Industries Ltd January 17 2006 Merck and Co Inc January 10 2006 Seibel Systems Inc

April 15 2003
Owest Communications International Inc March 2006 The Home Depot Inc February 28 2005

Bank of America Corp February 25 2005 Pacific Gas Electric CQ February 1993
Ford Motor Co February 19 2004 Wal-Mart Stores Inc April 2002



Finally the Company argues that the Proposal should be excluded since the content of

the report requested by the Funds Proposal would be subsumed by the report called for in

the Teamsters proposal Yet report on Chevrons criteria for investment in continued

operations in and withdrawal from specific countries would not necessarily even mention
Chevrons assessment of the adequacy of host country laws to protect health the

environment and the Companys reputation Clearly the shareholders are entitled to seek the

two separate and distinct reports

Consequently the no-action letters the Company references where one requested

report subsumed another are not on point.6 For example in General Motors Corp one

proposal requested report on the steps the company was taking to meet new fuel economy
and greenhouse gas emission standards for its cars and trucks while the second proposal

sought report regarding the adoption of quantitative goats based on current arid emerging
technologies for reducing total greenhouse gas emissions from the companys products and

operations Unlike the instant situation one report would have necessarily addressed .the

concerns raised in both proposals

The Company did not attempt to distinguish nor for that matter did it even mention
the numerous no-action letters in which the Staff did nt find the proposals substantially

duplicative under Rule 14a-8i11 Many of these situations are analogous to the instant

case in that although the two proposals at issue may have been concerned in some respects

with the same very broad subject matter the proposals differed from one another in the

action that they sought from the company For instance in OGE Energy Corp February 27
2008 while both proposals were concerned with greenhouse gases one proposal sought
report on adopting quantitative goals for reducing greenhouse gas emissions while the

second proposal requested report on how the company was assessing the impact of climate

change The Staff similarly did not find substantial duplication regarding two proposals that

dealt with political partisanship one requested an annual report about the companys political

contributions while the other proposal asked the company to avoid political partisanship by

avoiding certain practices Exxon Mobil Corporation March 2004 Here too while both

proposals relate in some manner to international operations the actions requested report
on all international investment considerations versus report on adequacy of Jaws to protect

health the environment and corporate reputation are quite distinct

For all of the foregoing reasons Chevron has failed to carry its burden under Rule

14a-8i11 of showing that the two tangentially-related proposals in fact address the same
subject matter

II THE PROPOSAL IS NOT VAGUE OR INDEFINITE AND SO IT MAY NOT BE OMITTED
UNDER RULE 14a-8i3

Under Rule 14a-8i3 proposals are not permitted to be so inherently vague or

indefinite that neither the stockholders voting on the proposal nor the company in

implementing the proposal if adopted would be able to determine with any reasonable

certainty exactly what actions or measures the proposal requires... Staff Legal Bulletin No
14B September 15 2004

Because its presentation is clear definite and straightforward the Proposal may not

be excluded It does not use ambiguous terms that need definition or clarification and is

General Motors Corp March 13 2008 Wyeth January 21 2005



susceptible to only one common sense reading Each of the Companys attempts to inject

ambiguity into the Proposal must fail as follows

The Company takes issue with the phrase their adequacy in the Resolved

Clause claiming that it is unclear whether the Company is being asked to report on the

adequacy of their policies and procedures or host country laws and regulations The

Company states

While simple reading of the Proposal may suggest that

the proposal intends for an assessment of the adequacy of host

country laws and regulations the supporting statement

proceeds to discuss Chevrons policies and procedures that

allegedly have caused environmental damage and harmed

the health and welfare of local communities

The Resolved Clause read reasonably as Chevron calls it the simple reading

plainly calls for report on the adequacy of host country laws and regulations Chevron
cannot obfuscate clear Resolved Clause by claiming to find ambiguity in the supporting

statement Moreover if anything the supporting statement makes even clearer that the

request is for report on the adequacy of host country laws and regulations

The Company claims that it is unclear what type of laws and regulations the Company
is being asked to report upon regarding the protection of Chevrons reputation libel

defamation copyright and trademark protection law etc. As to reputation however the

resolution is clearly seeking report on the adequacy of host countrys laws and regulations

to protect human health and the environment and thereby to protect Chevrons reputation as

well

The Company asserts that regarding the adequacy of host country laws and

regulations it is unclear what types of laws and regulations the report should cover It is

difficult to believe that the Company does not understand that the Proposal seeks report on

the health and environmental laws and regulations in host countries

In short there is no merit to any of Chevrons claims that there are ambiguities in the

Proposal that meet the inherently vague or indefinite standard set forth in Rule 14a-8i3

The No-action Letters Cited by the Company are Inapposite

Chevron first cites Dyer SEC 287 2d 773 8th Cir 1961 to support its claim that

the Proposal is vague In Dyer the excluded resolution requested that the company set up
separate office apart from the Secretarys Office and not under the jurisdiction of the

Secretary to handle the company stockholder relations The Court held The functions and

purposes of the office to be created are left completely undefined in the proposal Here In

contrast the Proposal sets out plainly and certainly does not leave completely undefined
what the requested report must address

All of the other no-action letters the Company cites as precedent for excluding the

Proposal are similarly inapposite.7 Unlike the Proposal in each of these cases the proposal
was impermissibly vague For example in Puget the proposal requested that the Board

Bank of America Corp June 18 2007 Peoples Energy Corporation November 23 2004 Puget Energy
Inc March 2002 Fugua Industries Inc March 12 1991 Occidental Petroleum Corp February 11 1991



implement policy of improved corporate governance but failed to define or clearly describe

improved corporate governance or the means for its implementation Likewise in Peoples

Energy Corporation proposal requesting that the Board take the necessary steps so that

officers and directors not be indemnified from personal liability for acts or omissions involving

gross negligence or reckless neglect was found to be vague and indefinite since reckless

neglect standard was non-existent and undefined Here the requested report on protection
of health the environment and corporate reputation covers specific areas routinely covered by
shareholder proposals which are fully understood by both companies and shareholders

The Company quotes NYC Employees Retirement System Brunswick Corp 789

Supp 144 146 S.D.N.Y 1992 shareholders are are entitled to know precisely the breadth

of the proposal on which they are asked to vote The Proposal readily meets that standard
as Chevrons shareholders will readily know the breadth of the proposal from the face of the

Resolved Clause The additional no-action letters cited by the Company for the proposition
that shareholders must know precisely the breadth of the proposal are also readily

distinguishable.8 For example in Berkshire Hathaway Inc the proposal sought to restrict the

company from investing in securities of any foreign corporation that engages in activities

prohibited for U.S corporations by Executive Order of the President of the United States but

the proposal failed to provide an adequate description summary excerpt or reproduction of

any or all Executive Orders that prohibit activities for U.S corporations Here again the

Proposal uses common terms with readily-understood meanings that can cause no confusion

to Chevron or its shareholders

III THE PROPOSAL DOES NOT VIOLATE RULE 14a-8i6 SINCE GIVEN THAT THE
PROPOSAL IS NOT VAGUE AND INDEFINITE THE COMPANY AND ITS BOARD HAVE
THE POWER AND AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT IT

Chevrons argument under Rule 14a-8i6 rests upon its argument under Rule 14a-

8i3 that the Proposal is purportedly too vague so the Company lacks power or authority
to implement it Because as shown above the Proposal is not vague the Company indeed

has power to implement it under Rule 14a-8i6 Indeed prior denials of no-action relief

indicate that if company is unsuccessful in excluding proposal as vague and indefinite

under Rule 14a-8i3 then the proposal is also not excludible as beyond the companys
power to implement under Rule 14a-8i6 See e.g 3M Company February 16 2006
Pfizer Inc February 2006 Allegheny Enerciv Inc February 2006

The Company cites only International Business Machines Corp January 14 1992
l1Yi in support of its argument that the Proposal should be excluded under Rule 14a-

8i6 The JM proposal however bears not the slightest resemblance to the Funds
Proposal here It involved one-line Resolved Clause stating only that It is now apparent
that the need for representation has become necessity rn contrast the nature of the

requested report here is clear and so the Funds Proposal is elI within the Companys power
to implement it

For those reasons Chevron has failed to establish that the Proposal is beyond the

power of the Company to effectuate under Rule 14a-8i6

Fugua Industries Inc March 12 1991 Yahoo Inc March 26 2008 Bank of America Corp February
25 2008 Bank of America Corp June 18 2007 Berkshire Hathaway Inc March 2007 Ryland Group Inc

January 19 2005 Peoples Energy Corp November 24 2004 American Telenhone Telegraph Co January 12
1990



IV CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above the Funds respectfully submit that the CompanyTs

request for 1no-action relief should be denied Should you have any questions or require

any additional information please contact me

Thank you for your time and consideration

Very truly yours

Janice Silberstein

Associate General Counsel

cc Christopher Butner Esq
Assistant Secretary and Managing Counsel

Chevron Corporation

6001 Bollinger Canyon Road

T-3180

San Ramon CA 94583



Christopher Buther Corporate Governance

Asst Secretary Chevron Corporation

Corporate Governance 6301 Bolknger Canyon Road

Legal T-3180

San Ramon CA 94583

Tel 925-842-2796

Fax 925-842-2846

Email cbutnerchevron.com

January 23 2009

VIA E-MAIL

Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance

Securities and Exchange Commission

100 Street4 NE

Washington DC 20549

Re Chevron corporation

Stockholder Proposal of New York City Employees Retirement System et al

Exchange Act of1934Rule l4a8

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen

This letter is to inform you that Chevron Corporation Chevron intends to omit from

its proxy statement and form of proxy for its 2009 Annual Meeting of Stockholders collectively

the 2009 Proxy Materials stockholder proposal the Proposal and statements in support

thereof submitted by the New York City Employees Retirement System and certain co

proponents collectively the Proponent

Pursuant to Rule 14a-j wehave

filed this letter with the Securities and Exchange Commission the

Commission no later than eighty 80 calendar days before Chevron intends to

file itsdefinitive 2009 Proxy Materials with the Commission and

concurrently sent copies of this cone spondence to the Proponent

Rule l4a-8k and Staff Legal Bulletin No lAD Nov 2008 SLB l4D provide that

stockholder proponents are required to send companies copy of any correspondence that the

proponents elect to submit to the Commission or the staff of the Division of Corporation Finance

the Staff Aecordmgly we are taking this opportunity to inform the Proponent that if the

Proponent elects to submit additional correspondence to the Commission or the Staff with

respect to this Proposal copy of that correspondence should be furrnshed concurrently to the

undersigned on behalf of Chevron pursuant to Rule 14a-8k and SLB i4D
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THE PROPOSAL

The Proposal requests that the Board prepare report by November 2008 prepared

at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information on the policies and procedures that guide

Chevrons assesnent of host country laws and regubtions with respect to their adequacy to

protect human health the environment and our companys reputation copy of the Proposal

its supporting statements and related correspondence is attached to this letter as ExhibitA

BASES FOR EXCLUSION

We believe that the Proposal may properly be excluded from the 2009 Proxy Materials

pursuant to

Rule 14a-8i3 because the Proposal is impermissibly vague and indefinite so as to

be inherently and materially misleading

Rule 14a-8i6 because Chevron and its Board lack the power or authority to

implement the Proposal and

Rule 14a-8il because the Proposal substantially duplicates another proposal

previously submitted to us that we intend to include in Chevrons 2009 Proxy

Materials

ANALYSIS

The Proposal May Be Excluded under Rule 14a-Si3 Because the Proposal Is

Impermissibly Vague and Indefinite so as to be Inherently and Materially

Misleading

Rule 14a-8i3 permits the exclusion of stockholder proposal if the proposal or

supporting statement is contrary to any of the Commissions proxy rules or regulations including

Rule 14a-9 which prohibits materially false or misleading statements in proxy soliciting

materials For the reasons discussed below the Proposal is so vague and indefinite as to be

misleading and therefore is excludable under Rule l4a-8i3

The Staff consistently has taken the position that vague and indefinite stockholder

proposals are inherently misleading and therefore excludable under Rule 4a-8i3 because

neither the stockholders voting on the proposal nor the company in implementing the proposal

if adopted would be able to determine with any reasonable certainty exactly what actions or

measures the proposal requires Staff Legal Bulletin No l4B Sept 15 2004 SLB l4B
See also Dyer SEC 287 F.2d 773 7818th Cir 1961 appears to us that the proposal as

drafted and submitted to the company is so vague and indefinite as to make it impossible for

either the board of directors or the stockholders at large to comprehend precisely what the

proposal would entail. Similarly the Staff has on numerous occasions concurred that

stockholder proposal was sufficicntly misleading so as to justifr exclusion where company and

its stockholders might interpret the proposal differently such that any action ultimately taken by
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the upon implementation the proposal could be significantly different from the

actions envisioned by shareholders voting on the proposal Fuqua lAdustries Inc avail

Mar 12 1991 See also Bank ofAmerica Corp avail June 18 2007 concurring with the

exclusion of stockholder proposal calling for the board of directors to compile report

concerning the thinking of the Directors concerning representative payees as vague and

indefinite Puget Energy Inc avail Mar 2002 concurring with the exclusion of

proposal requesting that the companys board of directors take the necessary steps to implement

policy of improved corporate governance as vague and indefinite See also Peoples

Energy Corp avail Nov 232004 Occidental Petroleum Girp avail Feb tl 1991

In the instant case the Proposal asks that Chevron report on the policies and procedures

that guide Chevrons assessment of host country laws and regulations with respect to their

adequacy to protect human health the environment and our companys reputation The

Proposal is vague because the reference to their adequacy fails to clearly state whether

Chevron is to report on the adequacy of host country laws and regulations or the adequacy of

Chevrons policies and procedures While simple reading of the Proposal may suggest that

the Proposal intends for an assessment of the adequacy of host country laws and regulations

the supporting statement proceeds to discuss Chevrons policies and procedures that allegedly

have caused envfronmcntal damage and harmed the health and welfare of local communities

Rule 14a4i.3 refers explicitly to supporting statements as well as the proposal as whole

implying that the Proposal and supporting statement should be read together See SLB No 14B

When the Proposal and supporting statement are read together it is unclear what assessment the

Proposal seeks and thus there will be uncertainty as to what stockholders are being asked to

consider and what Chevron is being asked to report upon Moreover to the extent that the

Proposal requests report assessing the adequacy of host country laws and regulations with

respect to their adequacy to protect our companys reputation it is unclear exactly what

types of laws and regulations Chevron is to report upon Under one reading the Proposal could

be addressing laws and regulations that are designed to protect Chevrons reputation eg the

law on libel and defamation and the adequacy of host companys copyright and trademark

protection Alternatively the Proposal could be read to request an assessment of whether the

host countrys legal system is in such state that conducting operations under those laws and

regulations could damage Chevrons reputation

When considering stockholder proposal stockholders are entitled to know precisely

the breadth of the proposal on which they are asked to vote NYC Employees Retirement

System Brunswick Corp 789 Supp 144 146 SDN.Y 1992 Thus when stockholder

proposals fail to clearly state what actions are requested or what is to be reported on the Staff

has concurred that such proposals may be excluded from an issuers proxy statement under

Rule 14a-8i3 because any action ultimately taken by the upon implementation

the proposal could be significantly different from the actions envisioned by shareholders voting

on the proposal Fuqua Industries Inc Mar 12 1991 For example in Yahoo Jiic avail

Mar 26 2008 the proposal sought to establish new policy doing business in China

with the help from Chinas democratic activists and human/civil rights movement However

neither the proposal nor the supporting statements provided sufficient guidance as to the nature

or scope of the requested policy such that neither Yahoo nor its stockholders could ascertain the
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policy to be implemented The Staff concurred with the exclusion of the proposal under

Rule l4a-8i3 Moreover in Bank ofAmerica Corp avail Feb 25 2008 the Staff concurred

that Bank of America could exclude from its proxy statement proposal requesting that the

board amend its greenhouse gas emissions policies to observe moratorium on all financing

investment and thrther involvement in activities that support top removal MTR
coal mining or the construction of new coal-burning power plants that emit carbon dioxide

Bank of America argued that the proposal was impermissibly vague and indefinite because in

part the and supporting statement offer little guidance on what are activities that

support MTR coal mining or the construction of new coal-burning power plants Absent this

guidance Bank of America would be forced to speculate as.to whether the proposal would

prohibit it from doing business with company that supplies heavy equipment or earth moving

machinery to MTR coal mining company or permit power plant construction company to

maintain checking account at one of its branches See also Bank ofAmerica Corp avail

June 18 2007 permitting the exclusion of proposal as impermissibly vague and indefinite

when the proposal requested report concerning the thinking of the Directors concerning

representative payees Berkshire Hathaway Inc avail Mar 2007 concurring with the

exclusion of proposal seeking to restrict the company from investing in any foreign corporation

that engages in activities prohibited for U.S corporations Ryland Group Inc avail

Jan 19 2005 concurring in the exclusion of proposal under Rule 14a-8i3 when the

proposal requested report based on the Global Reporting Initiatives sustainability reporting

guidelines Peoples Energy Corp avail Nov 24 2004 recon denied Dec 10 2004

concurring with the exclusion of proposal urging the board to amend the companys articles of

incorporation and bylaws to provide that officers and directors shall not be indemnified from

personal liability for acts or omissions involving gross negligence or reckless neglect

American Telephone Telegraph Ca avail Jan 12 1990 concurring with the exclusion of

proposal relating to not interfering with the government policy of any foreign govcrnment

that the Company has been invited to set-up facilities

Similarly the Proposal seeks report but does not provide sufficient guidance as to the

scope of the requested report As noted the Proposal is worded such that it is unclear whether

the proposed report contemplates an analysis of the adequacy of host country laws and

regulations or the adequacy of Chevrons policies and procedures See e.g Bank ofAmerica

Corp avail June 18 2007 Moreover to the extent that Proposal requests report assessing

the adequacy of host country laws and regulations it is unclear what types of laws and

regulations Chevron is to report upon As in Yahoo Inc the Proposal fails to provide sufficient

guidance as to the nature or scope of what it requests Therefore Chevron and its stockholders

cannot ascertain what exactly is to be addressed in the requested report Moreover absent

additional guidance in this regard the Board would be forced to make subjective judgments on

these issues thereby risking noncompliance with the Proposal or report far different than what

the Proponent or stockholders expect

As result of the Proposals vague and indefinite provisions we believe that Chevrons

stockholders will be unable to understand with any reasonable certainty what they are being

asked to vote on and that if the Proposal were to be approved any action ultimately taken by

Chevron to implement the Proposal could be significantly different from the actions envisioned
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by stockholders voting on the Proposal For these reasons we ask that the Staff concur that

Chevron may exclude the Proposal under Rule l4a-8i3

IL The Proposal May Be Excluded under Rule 14a 8i6 Because Chevron and its

Board Lack the Power or Authority to Implement the Proposal

Rule 4a-8i6 permits company to exclude stockholder proposal if it is beyond the

companys power to implement The Proposal is beyond Chevrons and its Boards power to

implement because the Proposal is sufficiently vague and indefinite such that neither Chevron

nor its Board would be able to detennine with certainty what actions are to be taken ifthe

Proposal is adopted company lacks the power or authority to implement proposal and

may properly exclude it pursuant to Rule 14a-8i6 when the proposal in question is so vague

and indefinite that company would be unable to determine what action should be taken

International Business Machines Corp avail Jan 14 1992 For this reason we ask that the

Staff concur that Chevron may exclude the Proposal under Rule 14a-8i6

1111 The Proposal May Be Excluded under Rule 14a-8i11 Because It Substantially

Duplicates Another Proposal Received by Chevron

The Proposal substantially duplicates stockholder proposal Chevron received on

December 2008 from the International Brotherhood of Teamsters the Teamsters Proposal

See Exhibit The Teamsters Proposal requests the Board to make available by the 2010

annual meeting report omitting proprietary information and at reasonable cost on Chevrons

criteria for investment in ii continued operations in and iiiwithdrawal from specific

countries As discussed below the core isues addressed by the Proposal and the Teamsters

Proposal are the same Chevrons criteria and process for assessing the countries in which it

operates

Rule 14a-8il provides that stockholder proposal may be excluded if it

substantially duplicates another proposal previously submitted to the company by another

proponent that will be included in the companys proxy materials for the same meeting The

Commission has stated that the purpose of 14a-8il is to eliminate the possibility of

shareholders having to consider two or more substantially identical proposals submitted to an

issuer by proponents acting independently of each other Exchange Act Release No 12999

Nov 22 1976

When two substantially duplicative proposals are received by company the Staff has

indicated that the company must include the first of the proposals in its proxy materials unless

that proposal may otherwise be excluded See e.g Grçat Lakes Chemical Corp avail

Mar 1998 Pacjfic Gas Electric Ceo avail Jan 1994 Atlantic Richfield Co avail

Jan ii 1982 Chevron received the Teamsters Proposal on December 2008 which is before

the date Chevron received the Proposal which was December 2008 Chevron intends to

include the Teamsters Proposal in its 2009 Proxy Materials and therefore requests that the Staff

concur That the Proposal may be omitted as substantially duplicative of the Teamsters Proposal
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Pursuant to Staff precedent the standard applied in determining whether proposals are

substantiafly duplicative is whether the proposals present the same principal thrust or

principal focus not whether the proposals are identical See e.g Qwest Communications

International Inc avail Mar 2006 The Home Depot Inc avall Feb 28 2005 Bank of

America Corp avail Feb 25 2005 Paqfic Gas Electric Co avail Feb 1993

Although phrased differently the principal thrust or principal focus of the Proposal and the

Teamsters Proposal are the same because

both reflect concern over the companys criteria for determining whether to

operate in various countries

both request that Chevron analyze the potential effects to Chevrons reputation

and brand resulting from Chevrons presence in various countries

the supporting statements in both focus on Chevrons presence in countries which

the Proponent implies have environmental and human rights problems e.g
Myanmar Ecuador Niger Angola China and Kazakhstan and

the supporting statements in both focus on the perceived damage to Chevrons

reputation arising from its presence in many of these countries

Thus the Proposal and the Teamsters Proposal are similarto the proposals at issue in

Cooper Industries Ltd javall Jan 17 2006 where the Staff permitted the exclusion of

proposal requesting that the company review its polities related to human rights to assess areas

where the company needs to adopt and implement ad4itional policies and to report its findings

to stockholders because it substantially duplicated prior proposal requesting that the company

commit itself to the implementation of code of conduct based on ILO human rights

standards and United Nations Norms on the Responsibilities of Transnational Corporations with

Regard to Human Rights See also Merck and Co Inc avail Jan 10 2006 permitting

exclusion of proposal requesting that the company adopt policy that significant portion of

future stock option grants to senior executives shall be performance-based because it was

substantially duplicative of prior proposal requesting that the Board of Directors take the

necessary steps so that NO future NEW stock options are awarded to ANYONE Seibel

Systems Inc avail Apr 15 2003 permitting exclusion of proposal requesting that the board

adopt policy that significant portion of future stock option grants to senior executives shall

be performance-based because it substantially duplicated prior proposal requesting that the

company adopt and disclose in the Proxy Statement an Equity Policy designating the intended

use of equity in management compensation programs

Further Staff precedent demonstrating that proposals having the same principal thrust or

principal focus though nominally different may be excluded under Rule 14a-8il include

FordMotor Co avaiL Feb 19 2004 where the Staff concurred that Ford could exclude

proposal requesting that the company adopt goals concerning fuel mileage or greenhouse gas

emissions reductions similarto those which would he achieved by meeting or exceeding the

highest standards contained in recent Congressional proposals because ft substantially
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duplicated priorproposal requesting that the company prepare report on among other things

how the Company can significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions from its fleet of vehicle

products Ford successfully argued that although the terms and the breadth of the two

proposals are somewhat different the principal thrust and focus are substantially the same

namely to encourage the Company to adopt policies that reduce greenhouse gas emissions in

order to enhance competitiveness See also Wal-Mart Stores Inc avail Apr 2002

permitting exclusion of proposal requesting report on gender equality in employment at Wal

Mart because the proposal substantially duplicated another proposal requesting report on

affirmative action policies and programs

Exclusion of the Proposal pursuant to Rule 4a-8il also is appropriate because the

content of the report requested in the Proposal would be subsumed by the report called for in the

Teamsters Proposal Preparing report on the criteria Chevron uses to invest or operate in or

withdraw from particular country the Teamsters Proposal would necessarily include reporting

on the policies and procedures that guide Chevrons assessment of host country laws and

regulations iii countries in which it operates. More specifically each proposed report

contemplates an evaluation of standards for determining whether to conduct business in various

countries particularly as they relate tQ issues involving human rights and health environmental

standards and risks to the Companys reputation On prior occasions the Staff has concurred

that when report proposed in later proposal would be included within the scope of report

proposed in priorproposal exclusion under Rule 14a-il is permitted For example in

General Motors Corp avail Mar 13 2008 the Staff permitted the exclusion of proposal

requesting that committee of independent directors. assess the steps the company is taking

to meet new fuel economy and greenhouse gas emission standards for its fleets of ears and

trucks and issue report to shareholders because it substantially duplicated priorproposal

requesting that the Board of Directors publicly adopt quantitative goals based on current and

emerging technologies for reducing total greenhouse gas emissions from the companys

products and operations and that the company report to shareholders General Motors

successfully argued that the report requested in the second proposal concerning new fuel

standards would be covered in any report addressing greenhouse gas emissions generally Also

in Wyeth avail Jan 21 2005 the Staff concurred with the exclusion of proposal requesting

report on the effects on the long-term economic stability of the company and on the risks of

liability to legal claims that arise from the companys policy of limiting the availability of the

companys products to Canadian wholesalers or pharmacies that allow purchase of its products

by U.S resident because it substantially duplicated prior proposal requesting that the board

prepare feasibility report on adopting policy that would require Wyeth not to constrain the

reimportation of prescription drugs into the U.S by limiting the supply of drugs in foreign

markets Wyeth successfully argued that the study concerning Canadian wholesalers would be

completely subsumed by the report in the prior proposal seeking report on reimportation of

prescription drugs in the U.S Similarly because the report requestçd in the Teamsters Proposal

would include largely the sante information that the Proposal requests exclusion of the Proposal

pursuant to Rule 14a-8i11 is appropriate

Finally because the Proposal is substantially duplicative of the Teamsters Proposal there

is risk that Chevrons stockholders may be confused when asked to vote on both proposals If
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both proposals were included in the Companys proxy materials stockholders would assume

incorrectly that there must be substantive differences between two proposals and the requested

reports As noted above the purpose of Rule 4a-8i 11 is to eliminate the possibility of

shareholders having to consider two or more substantially identical proposals submitted by

proponents acting independently of each other Exchange Act Release No 12999

Nov 22 1976

Thus consistent with the Staffs previous interpretations of Rule 14a-8il the

Company believes that the Proposal may be excluded as substantially duplicative of the

Teamsters Proposal

CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing analysis we respectfully request that the Staff concur that it

will take no action if Chevron excludes the Proposal from its 2009 Proxy Materials We would

be happy to provide you with any additional information and answer any questions that you may

have regarding this subject Moreover Chevron agrees to promptly forward to the Proponent

any response from the Staff to this no-action request that the Staff transmits by facsimile to

Chevron only

If we can be of any further assistance in this matter please do not hesitate to call me at

925 842-2796 or Rick Hansen Counsel Chevron Corporation at 925 842-2778

Sincerely yours

Christopher Burner

Assistant Secretary and Managing Counsel

Enclosures

cc Lydia Beebe Chevron Corporation

Charles James Chevron Corporation

Patrick Doherty New York City Employees Retirement System
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EXHIBIT

THE CITY OF NEW YORK
OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER

CENTRE STREET
NEW YORK 1O0O72341

WLLIAM THOMPSON JR
COMIflRXLtR

December 2008

Ms Lydia Beebe

Corporate Secretary and

Chief Governance Officer

Chevmn Corporation

6001 Sqllinger Canyon Road

San Ranion CA 94583

Dear Ms Beebe

The Office of the Comptroller of New York City is the custodian and trustee of the

New York City Employees Retirement System the New York Ctty Teachers

Retirement System the New York City Police Pension Find and the New York

City Fire Deparfrnent Pension Fund and custodian of the New York City Board of

Education Retlrernent.System the 1unds The fundS boards of trustees have

authorized the Comptroller to Inform you of their intention to offer the enclosed

proposal for consideration of stockholders at the next annual meeting

submit the attaited proposal to you In accordance with rule 14a-8 of the

Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and ask that it be included in your proxy
tstnMnnt

Letters tram The Bank of New York certifying the funds ownership cdtinuaIIy

for csver year of shams of Chevron Corporation commc$n stock are enclosed

The furtds intend to ogntinue to hold at least $2000 worth of these securities

through the date 01 the ainual meeting

We would be happy to discuss thlslnIUatlva with you Shoulçi the beard decide to

endorse provisions as company policy our fLnds wilt ask that the proposal be

withdrawn from cOnsideration at the annual meeting Please feel free to contact

me at212 689-285111 you have any further questions on this matter

Vçzy truly yours

4tatricIcÆherty

Enclosure

rr9D

Niw Yotic City Ollice of the Ccejtotiec 1-

Sueau of Man Maxagcmcnl

.j ..c



12/05/2888 1619 flZ-6694072 PAZ 03/09

Stockholder Proposal Rcport on Global Environuiental Standards EXH IBif

WIREAS

The Chean Rwinsss and Ethics Code places the highest prioriw on the aMy of its

staft cowmuthty members arid the enviromnent where it opentet Corporate Policy 530

commits Chevron to comply with the spirit and letter of illcnotenS health and

saiy laws and reguWlons regardless oldie degree ofenforcement

OUr cpanypeSes in ISO cunurias including Africa Asia Lath 4merica

nations where environmental reghxaes may be less protective ofhuman bcalt and the

environment than in ether countries where Chevron operates

CBO David QRsflly has recognized the Importance of our companys raWlonships with

oil producing nations In Africa and L41n America finternationol Fnrolezim Finance

03/09/05 thevron Chief Believes thtSurphn is Onr

Nctwhbssaudlng Chevrots efforts to comply wit envIronmental laws and regulations in

developing counfrIes ourcompany banepeatedly bàn cited for practices that allegedly

have caused envirunznental damage aM banned the health and wclfre of local

comtmides

Chevron is ontlal In Ecuador for widespread conaminafio dlAmszouiaç land arid

water resources in the 1970$ rEcuador Keeps Up Oil Cleanup Fight Against Chevron
Ia 4ngeles lbresi 1/17/08

couappqlnted expert in the çCQdQIiM Ihigatimi his roccemnended that Chevron be

held liable fcrt to $273 billion in damages This amount includes $18.9 billion for

zjvfrgt4 renwliatlon compensation to Ins peopIe and $8.3 billion lit unjust

epiicbmettt petaabie Tet Fmccl Svmmmy Report Erglneer Richard Carcn Eapert for

the CourtofNueva Lo.ja- November 2008

Chevron accused of pIluüng laud and water resources in its caging operations in

the Niger Delta Accqrding to observers test persistent envirorunental problems have

fueled civil unxes protests agalorour tornpany and related lawsuit slinging Chcwrons

complicity In security fgzccs killing of two protestors ifChevron Paces Suit Over
Nigerian v1o1Se San ftnnctwo ChroniclE 10/2Q08

UnocaPs pipeline operations In 8vpA4 contributed to the detxestatiowof the but

primary tropical raluforest on mainland Alia recognized biodiversity hot spot

CUnocal-Tl 04 flpte in Burma Threatens Indigenous People Aniznala$

Envircimental ws Nelwqrk 1/270%

Cbevroæi AvkcnmentaI EeaZt arid Safety Pines Settlmpentj have htcrtscd from

$339 million Ia 2003 to $14.06 million In 2007 according to the companys latest

Corporate Itcaponsildlifleport
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Stoholder Proposal Report on Global EXHIBIT

Cbevons three stratec priorities fqrevkonmental perfonisance are tDefining wo4d
class sdsmeasuring and communicating perfonnanco and demonstrating continual

pezfbitYAence Improvement toward the goal of being recoguized and admited

everywhere for having record of environmental excellence

RESOLVED The thasolden recast tht the Bond prepare report by November

200$ prepared at reasonabl cost and emitting proprietary information on tpulicies

and procedures tl4at guide Cbàvrcnts assessment of host counlsy lawnnd regulations

with tthqact to their adequaby to prot$ct human health the environment and our

compans reputation

SUPPORTh4O STAtENT

We believe that Chevrqtils weordlo date delenafrates gap between its intàmationai

àvinmmcAtataations and Its petmanec which would be nanowed by

comndtmsrt to apply highest tnv ronmezrtiLstandnds tever thtcompsny

operates The nqpeated report wouldplaya robin illuzUinatiagantaddrnstng the

factors accquntlng Sr ibis gape
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EXHIBIT

ENY MELLON
AS$tt SEBVICINC

US Secuciti $ervkr

December 02 2008

To Wlwth It May Coneat

Bm Chevron Corperaden CUSU 166764100

Dear MadanidSiv

The pwpose of this letta is to provide with the holdinp for the above reftretced asset

continuouy bob in custody from Novembe 30 2007 through today at The Bank of New York

Mellon in the nne of Cede and Company for the New York City Eniploye IWirement System

The New York City nploye Retirement System 246l99 ohS

Please do not hesitate to contact me shoÆld you have any specific concems questiox

Sincenly

Mice Thdemann

Vice President

On V1I Svnt NwbMV1fl6
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EXHIBIT

BNY MELLON
ASS flVC1NG

US Secur4t Seivices

December 2008

To Whom It May Concern

Re Chevron Corporation CUSIfl 166764100

Dear MadamSir

Thepuspoacof this letter is to provide you with the holdlt for the above refeeneed asset

coodnuously held in custody ftotu November 2007 through today at The flank of Xew York

Meflàu in the twine of Cede and Company for the New York City Teacher Retirement System

The New Yk City TeachuV Redretucat System 2245 703 shar

P1st do not beisitato to contact at Should tu have any specific caicoms or quodicat

Sincer$y

ai
441cc Tiedcmann

Vice President

OrStStrnt tiw vbà4 MV 10256
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EXHIBiT

BNY MELLON
AS$tT3EVIGt4O

US SecwiUes Servkn

December 022008

To Whom it May Concern

RE Chevron Corporation CUSIfl 166764100

Dear MtSir

The pucpose of this letter is to provide you with the holdings for ihe above referenced assat

continuously held hi custo4y front November 30 2007 tough today at The Bank of New York

Mellon in the nne of Cede and Company for the New York CityPolice Pension Punt

The New York city Police Pension Fund l246j35 tuts

Please do not hesitate to contact me Æbould you have any specific conoerns or questions

Ssncaely

Alice Thdeinann

ViePresMeat

One $kn NzVokNV Dfl$
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EXHIBIT

I3Z4Y M1LLON
ASSET 3fRVCfl4O

WS SturltS Setvlas

Dtcember 022008

To Whom It May Concern

Re Cheton Corporation CUSW 166764100

Dear Madame/Sir

The puipose of this letter is to provIde you with the holdings for the above referenced asset

continuously held in custody from November 3% 2007 tough today at The Bank of New York

Mellon in die name ciCada and Company for the New York City Pie Dçpartntent Pension EmiL

The New York City FireDvpartment Pension Fund 418896 shares

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any spedflc concerns or questioa

aL 1.

Alice TSomann
Vioe President

Qu W4U$W4 MwY4cNY IGZE
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EXHIBIT

BNY MELLON
MU StkVIC1NG

US Seunitiss Senkas

December 02 2008

To Whom It May Concern

Re Chevron Corporation CVSIF 166764100

Dear Madame/Sir

The purpose of this letter Is to provide you with the bolSgs for the above referenced asset

continuously held in custody from November 30 2007 through today at The Bank of New Ycik

Mellon in the name of Cede and Company for the New York City Board of Education Retiremcnt

Stem

The New Yak City Beard of Education Retirement System t43423 stores

please do not hesitate to contact me should su have any apecit concerns or questions

Sincerely

Alice Tienann
VIcePrealdent

OftW4$ Sbss NawYwk NV 0255
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EXHIBIT

Tteasury Department
Commawnlh of Pcnosyhsns

Ifarrisbsrg Peansybasla 11120-0018

December 182008

Ms Lydia Beebe

Corporate Secretary and Chief Governance Officer

Chevron Corporation

6001 Bollinger Canyon Road

San Ramon CA 94583

Via Fa 925-842-6047

Re New York City Shareholder Initiative

Dear Ms Beebe

The Pennsylvania Treasury Department is cronently the custodian and trustee with

authority to exercise control over 125500 equity shares of Chevron Corporalion common
stock As the person with control over these securities and the power to vote these

securities in corporate matters the Treasurer of Pennsylvania Robin L. Wiessmann

would like to inform you of the Peonsylvania Treasurys desire to co-sponsor the

shareholder proposal presented to you by the City of New York Office of the Comptroller

on December 2008 in accordance with rule 14a-8 of the Securities Exchange Act of

19344

The Pennsylvania Treasury Department will forward you letters from the Bank of

New York Mellon certifying the Departments ownersbip continually for over year of

shares of Chevron Corporation common stock4 The Department intends to continue to

hold at least $2000 worth of these securities through the date of the annual meeting

manic you for your attention to this matter

Sincerely

Leo Pandeladis

Deputy State Treasurer and Chief Counsel

cc Honorable Robin Wiessinann Treasurer of Pennsylvania



EXHtBT

RNY MELLON
ASSET SERVIC NO

DEC 12098

December 24 2008

Ms Lydia Beebe

Corporate Secretary and Chief Governance Officer

Chevron Corporation

6001 Bollinger Canyon Road

San Ramon CA 94583

Dear Lydia

This letter is in response to your request for confirmation that Commonwealth of PA Treasury held 257230

shares of Chevron at November 30 2008 This letter also continua that Commonwealth of PA Treasury has

continuously held shares of cheyron stock for at feast one year prior to that date and the itwestmem had

market value greater than $2000 throughout the period

Ths security is currently held by RNY Mellon for the Commonwealth of PA Treasury ía our nominee name at

L1C Depository Trust Company and this letter is statement of SNY Mellon as record holder of the above

referenced common stock

Please contact me directly at 4l2234-4 137 with any questions

Thank you

Richard Cochran

Assistant Vice President

I3NY Mellon Chant Service

200 uort %looO floe Onto Cemo Room MO Ptttwgh PA tPOi503rt

412 Itt 4100 wwbnvie1kju ce



EXHIBIT

LID

GEC Izooa

December18 2008

Lydia Beebe

Corporate Secretary and Chief Governance Officer

Chevron Corporation

6001 Bollinger Canyon Road

San Ramon CA 94583

Fax 925-8423530 9254426047
Email iydiabeebechevrontexaco.com iydiabeebechevronxom

Sent Wa postal mail fax and email

Dear Ms Beebe

write to you on behalf of Amnesty International of the USA Inc Amnesty International USA Amnesty international

USA currently holds shares of Chevron Corporation valued at over $2000 and owned for over one year It is our intent to

continue holding stock of more than $2000 in market value through the 2009 annual meeting of Chevron Corporation We
will provide verification of our ownership position upon request

Amnesty International USA is the United States section of Amnesty Intemational Amnesty International is Nobel Prize

winning human rights organization with over 2.2 million members worldwide and with more than 40 years of experience

working on human tights issues The Universal Declaration of Human Rights calls upon every organ of sooety which

includes companies and business operations in general to protect and promote human tights including the rights to

health food and water and to life liberty and security of persond According to the UN Norms on the Responsibilities of

Transnationai Corporations anu Other Business Enterprises with Regard to Human Rights companies within their

spheres of activity and influence have responsibilities in connection with the interests health safety and human rights of

the communities in which they operatt Ma stockholder we are troubled that Chevron appears to have failed to

adequately address the ongoing health and environmental concerns of the communities affected by Texacos twenty

years of operations in Ecuador between 1972 and 1992

Therefore hereby notify you that Amnesty International USA is cofiling the enclosed shareholder resolution in

cooperation with the New York City Comptrollers Office The resolution is submitted for consideration and action by the

stockholders at the next annual meeting and for inclusion in the proxy statement under Rule t4a8 of the General Rules

and Regulations of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 Pat Doherty will serve as our primary contact for this resolution

but please copy us on any documentation related to this resolution Additionally should you require custodian letter or any

other materials relating to our ownership of the aforementioned corporate stock please copy Gordon Singh Managing Director

of Finance at Amnesty International USA gsinghaiusa.org on any requests you send to me

appreciate your indicating in the proxy statement that Amnesty international USA is cosponsor of this resolution

Amnesty International USA wift be represented in person or by proxy at the annual meeting as required by the SEC Rules

Sincerely

Erica RazorS

Director Business and Human Rights

Amnesty International USA

%124334208

erazook@aiusa.org

End Resolution text

Cc Pat Doherty New York City Office of the Comptroller

AMNESTY INTERNATIONAL 145 Zfl$0L5400 212.82744t1 322 EIGHTh AVENUE N5WYQKNYI000I400I waanrnestyusaorg

Amnesty International It worldwide grassroots movement that promotes end defends human rights ii



EXHIBIT

THOMAS DINAPOLI 110 STATE STREET

SThTE COMPTROLLER ALBANY NEW YORK 12236

STATE OF NEW YORK US
OFFICE OF THE STATE COMPTROLLtR

DEC 82008

December 17 2008

Lydia Beebe Corporate Secretary and Chief Governance Officer

Chevron Corporation

6001 Bollinger Canyon Road

San Ramon CA 94583-2324

Dear Ms Beebe

As Comptroller of the State of NeW York am the sole Trustee of the New York

State Common Retirement Fund Fund and the administrative head of the New York

State and Local Employees Retirement System and the New York State and Local Police

and Fire Retirement System The Funds portfolio currently includes the beneficial

ownership of 7609l84 shares of Chevron Corporations common stock The Fund has

held continuously at leSt $2000 in market value of Chevron securities for more than one

year

understand that resolution has been submitte4 by the Office of the Comptroller

of New York City as custodian and trustee of the New York City Pension Funds for

consideration at the Companys 2009 annual meeting requesting that the Board of

Directors prepare report by November 2009 at reasonable cost and excluding

proprietary information regarding the policies and procedures that guide Chevrons

assessment of host country laws and regulations with respect to their adequacy to protect

human health the environment and the Companys reputation This letter is to inform

you that the Fund is co-sponsor of that resolution copy of the resolution is enclosed

herewith

In accordance with SEC Rule 14a-8al our custodian bank will forward to you

evidence of the Funds beneficial ownership If you have any questions please contact

Maureen Madden in my Office at 518 473-0361 Thank you for your consideration

Sincerely

Thomas

State Comptroller

Enclosure



EXHIBIT
LIB

0iPMorgan UEC182003

INVESTOR SERVICES

JP Morgan Investor Services Daniel Murphy
Vice President

Metrolech Center 5th Floor Tel 212-623-8536

Brooklyn New York 11245 Fax 212-623-0604

December 17 2008

Ms Lydia Beebe Corporate Secretary

Chevron Corporation

6001 Bollinger Canyon Road

San Ramon CA 94583-2324

Dear Ms Beebe

This letter is in response to request by Mr Thomas Di Napoli New York State

Comptroller regarding confirmation from Morgan Chase that the New York State Common

Retirement Fund has been beneficial owner of Chevron Corporation continuously for at least

one year as of December 15 2008

Please note that J.P Morgan Chase as custodian for the New York State Common

Retirement Fund held total of 7609184 shares of common stock as of December 15 2008 and

continues to hold shares in the company The value of the ownership had market value of at

least $2000.00 for at least twelve months prior to said date

If there are any questions please contact me at 212 623- 8536

Regards

Daniel Murphy

cc Elaine Reilly- NYSCRF



$TR1LLIuM ASSET
MANAGEMENT

25 Years of Investing for Better WorkF

EXHtBIT

Triltium Asset Management Corporation

wwwtriUiuminvestcom

LIB

December 17 2008

Ms Lydia Beebe

Corporate Secretary and Chief Governance Officer

Chevron Corporation

6001 Bollinger Canyon Road

San Ramon CA 94563

Via Overnight Mall

Dear Ms Beebe

Trillium Asset Management Corporation Trilliumis an investment firm based in Boston

Massachusetts specializing in socially responsible asset management

DEC 82008

am authorized to notify you of our intention to file the enclosed shareholder resolution Trillium submits

this resolution for inclusion in the 2009 proxy statement in accordance with Rule 4a.S of the General

Rules and Regulations of the Securities and Exchange Act of 1934 Triflium submits this proposal on

behalf of our client Alexandra Lorraine who is the beneficial owner per Rule 4a-S of more than

$2000 worth of Chevron Corporatin common stock acquired more than one year prior to this date

We Ml provide verification of ownership from our custodian separately upon request We will send

representative to the stockholders meeting to move the resolution as required by the SEC rules

can be reached at 617-292-8026 x248 and look forward to your response

Sincerely

Shelley Alpem
Vice President

Director of Scoial Research and Advocacy

711 Asttnttr Avense

Snnr sachsseetis 023 12809

T17-423-66SS 5s6i7-4826i79

800-548-5664

353 West Main Street Second floor

Oshem ttorth CiroUne 077013215

919-688-1285 919-688-1451

800$53-1311

369 Pine Street Suite 711

San Francisco C.et7otnie $4104 33i

7415-392-4406 5115 5924535

600-933-4888

950W Benrock Street Suite 530

8clse Onto 83/02-611%3

1208 3870777 5708377 0173

800-567-0538



Stockholder Proposal Report on Global Environmental Standarck EXHIBIT

WHEREAS

The Chevron Business and Ethics Code places the highest priority on the safety of its

staff community members and the environment where it operates Corporate Policy 530

commits Chevron to comply with the spirit and letter of all environmental health and

safety laws and regulations regardless of the degree of enforcement

Our company operates in 180 countries including Africa Asia and Latin America

nations where environmental regimes may be less protective of human health and the

environment than in other countries where Chevron operates

CEO David OReilly has recognized the importance of our companys relationships with

oil producing nations in Africa and Latin America International Petroleum Finance

03/09/05 Chevron Chief Believes the Surplus is Over

Notwithstanding Chevrons efforts to comply with environmental laws and regulations in

developing countries our company has repeatedly been cited for practices that allegedly

have caused environmental damage and harmed the health and welfare of local

communities

Chevron is on trial in Ecuador for widespread contamination of Amazonian land and

water resources in the l970s Ecuador Keeps Up Oil Cleanup Fight Against Chevron

Los Angeles Times 11/17/08

court-appointed expert in the Ecuadorian litigation has recommended that Chevron be

held liable for up to $27.3 billion in damages This amount includes $18.9 billion for

environmental remediation and compensation to local people and $8.3 billion in unjust

enrichment penalties Technical Summary Report Engineer Richard Cabrera Expert for

the Court of Nueva Loja- November 2008

Chevron is accused of polluting land and water resources in its ongoing operations in

the Niger Delta According to observers these
persistent

environmental problems have

fueled civil unrest protests against our company and related lawsuit alleging Chevrons

complicity in security forces killing of two protestors Chevron Faces Suit Over

Nigerian Violence San Francisco Chronicle 10/26/08

Unocal pipeline operations in Burma contributed to the deforestation of the last

primary tropical rainforest on mainland Asia recognized biodiversity hot spot

Unocal-Total Oil Pipeline in Burma Threatens Indigenous People Animals

Environmental News Network 4/27/02

Chevrons Environmental Health and Safety Fines and Settlements have increased from

$3.99 million in 2003 to $14.06 million in 2007 according to the companys latest

Corporate Responsibility Report
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EXHIBIT

INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF TEAMSTERS

JAMES HOFFA THOMAS KEEGEL

General President General SecretaiyTreasurnr

25 Louisiana Avenue NW 202624$8C0

Washington OC 20001 www.tearnstetorg

December 200S

VIA FACSIMILE 925.84242846

VIA UPS GROUND

Ms Lydia Beebe Corporate Secretary

and Chief Governance Officer

Chevron Corporation

6001 Bollinger Canyon Road

San Ramon CA 94583-2324

Dear Ms Beebe

hereby submit the following resolution on behalf of the Teamsters General

Fund in accordance with SEC Rule 14a-8 to be presented at the Companys2009

Annual Meeting

The General Fund has owned 60 shares of Coon Corporation

continuously for at least one year and intends to continue to own at least this

amount through the date of the annual meeting Enclosed is relevant proof of

ownership

Any written communication should be sent to the above address via U.S

Postal Service UPS or DHL as the Teamsters have policy of accepting only

union delivery if you have any questions about this proposal please direct them

to Jamie Carroll of the Capital Strategies Department at 202 6244990

Sincerely

CrKc
Enclosures

Thomas Keegel

General Secretary-Treasurer



EXHIBIT

WHEREAS

Follow Ug thc Burmese militarys cmckdown on peaceful demonstrators in

Scpttnber 2007 its restrictions on allowuw hunaanaarian reid ito Buima

after cyclone Nargis 4nd ts rtcent sentencing of pro-dentocracy activists

lengthy prison terms Chevron has faced escalating gccrnrnent criticism

negative publicity and consumer boycott concerning its investment in

Bunna

The 13 government has the umea enacted economic sanction Buz

includirg ban on new investment in 1991 ban on imports 2003 and

furtier restrictic as on imports 2008

Nobel Peace Prize Laureate Aung San Suu K.yi leader of the National League

for Democracy that won more than 80 per cent of the seats in tho 1990

Burncsc electiors has repeated called for economic sanctons on Burma

She med that corpcrntions in Burma create jobs for some ople nt wb4t

theyre mainly going to do is make an aheady vealthy elite wealthier and

increase its weed and strong desire to hang on to power these conpanies

harm the democratic process great deal

Chevron in partnership with Total of France the Petroleum Authority of

Thailand and Myanma Oil and Gas Enterprise MOGE holds equity in the

largest investment projeL in Burma the Yadana gas-field and pipelne tkt

uansports gas to Thailand and has reportedly paid millions ol dollars to the

Burmese regime

Unman rights organizauons have documented egregious human rights abuses

by Burmese ops employed to secure the pipeline are including forcible

relocation of viEager and use of forced later on infrastructure r.ated to the

pipeline project

In March 2005 Unocal settled case for reported multi-million dollar

amount in which it was claimed that the Company was complicit in human

rights abuses by Barmese troops hired by the Vadana project to provide

pipeline security

By purchasing Lnocd Chevron acquirvd tJnocals investment in Burma

including its legal moral and political liabilities
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Teamsters Chevron Proposal
EXHIBIT

December 2008

Page

Chevron also does business in other countries with controversial human rights

records Angola China Kazakbstaa and Nigeria

lIE IT RESOLVED The shareholders request the Board to make

available by the 2O1O annual meeting report omitting proprietary

information and at reasonable cost on Chevrons criteria for investment in

iicontinued operations in and iiiwithdrawal from specific countrie

SUPPORTING STATErvI.ENT We believe that Chevrons current country

selection process is opaque and leaves unclear how Chevron determines

whether to invest in or withdraw from countries where

the government has engaged in ongoing and systematic human rights

violations

there is call for economic sanctions by human rights and democracy

advocates and

Chevrons presence exposes the Company to government sanctions

negative brand publicity and consumer boycott

Levi Strauss discloses Country Assessment Guidelines on its website

htS/wwtvievauscom/DownioMs/GSOG.pdfJ It decides whether to do

busSas in countries using criteria that include

fiwnan rights environment would allow us to conduct business

activities in manner that is consistent with the Global Sourcing and

Operating Guidelines and other company policies

Political economic and social envfromnent would protect the

companys commercial interests and brand/coiporate image
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AMALGAMATED\i RAN IC

December jI 2008

Mt Lydia Beebe

Corporate Seczctary pd Chief Governance Officer

Chevron Corporation

6001 Bollinger Canyon Road

San R4un00 CA 945834324

Ret Chevron Cerperstion Cusip 166764100

Dear Mt Beebe

EXHIBIT

Amslamated Bank is the record owner of 60 shares of common stock the tShare of

Chevron Corporations beneficially owned by the International Brotherhood of Teamsters

GeneS Fund The shares are held by Amalgamated Bank at the Depository Trust

Company in our patticipaatatxsats MemoranThevhttcatiOS Brotherhood of Teamsters

General Fund has held the Shares continuously since 11/01107 and intends to hold the

shares through the shareholders meeting

If you have any questions or need anything thriher please do not hesitate to call mc at

212 8954971

Scott

Plrst Vice President

Amalgamated Bank

Cc Jarnie Carroll

Vet truly yours

275 7th AVENUE NEW YORK NV 10001 212-255-6200 wwwsmstgntattdbankcctn


